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の立場を Sperber & Wilson は ‘A Deflationary Account of Metaphorʼ























しなくてはならない基本原理を協調の原理 （Cooperative Principle） と呼び、











これに対して Sperber &Wilson は、メタファー、字義的発話、ルース・トー
ク、誇張法はすべて同じ連続体を形成し、同一の過程を経て一様に解釈される
もので、メタファーに特有のメカニズムなどはないと主張している。
（1） Specific uses ofmetaphors by individual authors or in given literary genres
are indeed worthy of study, and so is the very idea of metaphor as a
culturally salient notion with a long, rich history. Still, we see metaphors as
simply a range of cases at one end of a continuum that includes literal, loose
and hyperbolic interpretations. In our view, metaphorical interpretations
are arrived at in exactly the same way as these other interpretations.
There is no mechanism specific to metaphor[s], no interesting generalisa-
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tion that applies only to them.






（2） Peter: For Billʼs birthday party, itwould be nice to have some kind of show.
Mary: Archie is a magician. Letʼs ask him.
















表 1 Sperber & Wilson （2006: 189）
Expectation raised by the recognition
of Mary’s utterance as a communica-
tive act.
（c）Maryʼs utterance will achieve
relevance by addressing Peterʼs sug-
gestion that they have a show for Billyʼ
s birthday party.
Expectation raised by(b), given that
Mary is responding to Peter’s sugges-
tion.
（b）Maryʼs utterance is optimally
relevant to Peter.
Assumption activated both by use of
the word “magician” and by Peter’s
wish to have a show for Billy’s
birthday party. Tentatively accepted as
an implicit premise of Mary’s utter-
ance.
（e）Archie could put on amagic show
for Billyʼs birthday party.
Implicit conclusion derivable from (d),
together with an appropriate interpre-
tation of Mary’s utterance, which
would make her utterance relevant-as-
expected. Tentatively accepted as an
implicit conclusion of the utterance.
（d）Magicians（in one lexicalised
sense of the term, MAGICIAN2）put
on magic shows that children enjoy.
Interpretation of the explicit content of
Mary’s utterance as decoded in(a)
which, together with(d), would imply
(e).Interpretation accepted as Mary’s
explicit meaning.
（g）Archie is a MAGICIAN2 who
could put on a magic show for Billyʼs
birthday party that the children
would enjoy.
First overall interpretation of Mary’s
utterance(explicit content plus implica-
tures) to occur to Peter which would
satisfy the expectation of relevance
in(b). Accepted as Mary’s meaning.
（f）Archie is a MAGICIAN2.




表 2 Sperber & Wilson （2006: 191）
Expectation raised by the recognition
of Mary’s utterance as a communica-
tive act.
（c）Maryʼs utterance will achieve
relevance by addressing Peterʼs ex-
pressed concern about his back pain.
Expectation raised by(b), given that
Mary is responding to Peter’s com-
plaint.
（b）Maryʼs utterance is optimally
relevant to Peter.
Assumption activated both by use of
the word “chiropractor” and by
Peter’s worry about his back pain.
Tentatively accepted as an implicit
premise of Mary’s utterance.
（f）Maryʼs chiropractor, being in the
business of healing back pain and able
to achieve extraordinary things,
would be able to help Peter better
than others.
Implicit conclusion derivable from(d)
and(e), together with an appropriate
interpretation of Mary’s utterance,
which would make her utterance
relevant-as-expected. Tentatively ac-
cepted as an implicit conclusion of the
utterance.
（d）Chiropractors are in the business
of healing back pain.
Interpretation of the explicit content of
Mary’s utterance as decoded in(a)
which, together with(d)and(e),would
imply(f). Interpretation accepted as
Mary’s explicit meaning.
（h）Maryʼ s chiropractor is a
MAGICIAN＊ , who would be able to
help Peter better than others by
achieving extraordinary things.
First overall interpretation of Mary’s
utterance (explicit content plus impli-
catures) to occur to Peter which would
satisfy the expectation of relevance
in(b). Accepted as Mary’s meaning.
（g）Maryʼ s chiropractor is a
MAGICIAN＊（where MAGICIAN＊
is a meaning suggested by the use of
the word “magician” in the sense of
MAGICIAN1 and enabling the deriva-
tion of（e））.
Decoding of Mary’s utterance.（a）Mary has said to Peter ‘My
chiropractor is a magicianʼ.
Assumption activated both by the use
of the word “magician” and by
Peter’s worry that no ordinary treat-
ments work for him. Tentatively
accepted as an implicit premise of
Mary’s utterance.
（e）Magicians （in one lexicalised
sense of the term, MAGICIAN1） can
achieve extraordinary things.
（3） Peter: Iʼve had this bad back for a while, but nobody has been able to help.
Mary: My chiropractor is a magician. You should go and see her.
Sperber &Wilson （2006: 190）
ピーターの腰の悩みに対する応答であることから、メアリーの発話は高い関連
性を有するものであると考えることができる。ピーターの腰の痛みと chiro-
practor という言葉から implicit conclusion を求めるための前提として（d）を
導き出す。また、magician という言葉と誰の手にも負えない、つまり通常の治












































（4） In Griceʼs framework, loose uses ... apparently violate either the maxim of
truthfulness or the secondmaxim of Quality（‘Have adequate evidence for
what you sayʼ ). However, they do not really fit into any of the categories of
violation listed in§ 1 above.1 They are not covert violations, designed to
deceive the hearer into believing the proposition strictly and literally
expressed. They are not like jokes or fictions, which suspend the maxims
entirely. Onemight try to analyse them as floutings: overt violations （real
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or apparent）, designed to trigger the search for a related implicature（here
a hedged version of what was literally said or quasi-said）; but the problem
is that loose uses are not generally perceived as violating the Quality
maxims at all. In classical rhetoric, they were not treated as tropes
involving the substitution of a figurative for a literal meaning. They do not
have the striking quality that Grice associated with floutings, which he saw
as resulting in figurative or quasi-figurative interpretations. Loose talk
involves no overt violation, real or apparent; or at least it does not involve a
degree of overtness in real or apparent violation which might trigger the
search for an implicature.



















（5） Joan is the kindest person on earth.
（6） Joan is an angel.
（7） Joan is incredibly kind.















（9） Jim is a genius.
（10） Jim is a mathematician.
































（14） Holland is flat.
（15） We have described Maryʼs remark that Holland is flat as a case of loose
use.We could also have described it as a case of hyperbole（i.e. as a trope).
After all, taken literally, it would be a gross exaggeration. Nothing of
『言語・文化・社会』第 6号
― 72 ―
substance hinges onwhether Maryʼs utterance is categorised in oneway or
the other. Literal, loose, hyperbolical or metaphorical interpretations are
arrived at by exactly same process, and there is a continuum of caseswhich
crosscut these categories.











ている表現として ‘Holland is flatʼ などと共に以下の例文を挙げている。
（16）（Handing someone a tissue）: Hereʼs a Kleenex.






（18） Ozawa gave a terrible concert last night.
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（19） Napoleon lost at Waterloo.
Lakoff & Johnson （1980: 38）
（20） King Rama Ⅳ of Thailand built a summer palace….













（21） Weʼve run out of Kleenex(es).















より Lakoff & Johnson の換喩の例に近づくと思われる。この例を他の例と合
わせて以下に示す。
（23）（Handing someone a tissue）: Hereʼs a Kleenex.
（24）（Handing someone a paper napkin）: Hereʼs a Kleenex.
（25） Weʼve run out of Kleenex(es).
（26） Some people are listening to iPod/Walkman while working.
（27） iPods are spreading at an alarming rate.
つまりこれらの例は、ルース・トークの用法であるが、換喩の用法であるとも
とることができる。また、復号化された KLEENEXの意味が女性を含む人間
を指すまでに広げられた例として Sperber &Wilson（2006: 188）は（28）を挙げ
ているが、これも他の例と同様に換喩的な性質を含んだ表現であると考えるこ
とができる。
（28） Weʼre all human Kleenex to him



































































（31） We see this continuity of cases, and the absence of any criterion for
distinguishing literal, loose, and metaphorical utterances, as evidence not
just that there is some degree of fuzziness or overlap among distinct
categories, but that there are no genuinely distinct categories, at least from
a descriptive, psycholinguistic or pragmatic point of view. Even more
important than the lack of clear boundaries is the fact that the same
inferential procedure is used in interpreting all these different types of
utterance.












（32） Cassius. But what of Cicero? Shall we sound him?
I think he will stand very strong with us.
Casca. Let us not leave him out.
Cinna. No, by no means.
Metellus. O, let us have him; for his silver hairs
Will purchase us a good opinion,
And buy menʼs voices to commend our deeds.
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It shall be said his judgement rulʼd our hands;
Our youths and wildness shall no whit appear,
But all be buried in his gravity.
Julius Caesar Ⅱ .ⅰ
引用文中の our hands も換喩と考えられるが、ここでは下線部のみに焦点を
絞って分析する。先ず his silver hairs であるが grey hairs がレトリックの世界
では old age を表す換喩として確立しているので、ほぼ間違いなく換喩の例で
あると言える。岡田（1995）でも否定したように、grey hairs = old age という
一対一の機械的連想関係から old age という意味のみが得られる訳ではなく、
コンテクトから推論により関連性の原理に一致した解釈を聞き手（読み手）は
得ようとするのである。もちろん聞き手（読み手）の中には silver hairs の意味
が old age として語彙項目化されている場合もあるだろうが、そのコード化さ























（33） Let us give the name Poetic effect to the peculiar effect of an utterance
which achieves most of its relevance through a wide array of weak
implicatures.







































（34） Many metaphors are very easy to process, while, as any science student
knows, arriving at an adequate literal understanding of a statement may
takemuchmore effort than a loose or evenmetaphorical construal. Nor is it
that literal expression is intrinsically less capable than metaphor of
achieving poetic effects, as the comparison between Bashōʼs haiku and
Sandburgʼs haiku-like poem shows.





（35）On a leafless bough
A crow is perched−
The autumn dusk
字義的発話によってもメタファーなどと同様に詩的効果を生み出す力があると


























Lies are examples of covert violation, where the hearer is meant to assume that the
maxim of truthfulness is still in force and that the speaker believeswhat she has said.
Jokes and fictions might be seen as cases in which the maxim of truthfulness is
overtly suspended（the speaker overtly opts out of it）; the hearer ismeant to notice
that it is no longer operative, and is not expected to assume that the speaker believes
what she has said.Metaphor, irony and other tropes represent a third category: they
are overt violations（floutings）of the maxim of truthfulness, in which the hearer is
meant to assume that the maxim of truthfulness is no longer operative, but that the
supermaxim of Quality remains in force, so that some true proposition is still
conveyed.







Carston, R.（2002a）‘Metaphor, ad hoc concepts and word meaning - more
questions than answersʼ. UCL Working Papers in Linguistics 14. 83-105.
Carston, R.（2002b）Thoughts and Utterances: The Pragmatics of Explicit
Communication. Blackwell, Oxford.
Grice, P.（1991）‘Logic and conversationʼ. In S.Davis.（ed.）Pragmatics. 305-315.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.
レトリック再考（岡田聡宏）
― 83 ―
Lakoff, G. and M. Johnson.（1980） Metaphors We Live By. Chicago University
Press.
Sperber, D. and D.Wilson.（1991） ‘Loose talkʼ. In S. Davis.（ed.） Pragmatics.
540-590. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Sperber, D. and D. Wilson.（1995） Relevance: Communication and Cognition.
Oxford: Blackwell.
Sperber, D. and D.Wilson.（2006） ‘A deflationary account ofmetaphor .̓UCL
Working Papers in Linguistics 18. 171-203.
Wilson, D. and D. Sperber.（2000） ‘Truthfulness and relevance .̓UCLWorking
Papers in Linguistics 12. 215-257.
Wilson, D. and D. Sperber.（2004） ‘Relevance theoryʼ. In L. Horn & G. Ward












Tropes such as metaphor, hyperbole, and metonymy make up distinct
categories in the traditional rhetoric. Also in Gricean pragmatics, these
utterances are treated differently from literal ones. Grice suggests, for example,
metaphorical utterances overtly violate the maxim of truthfulness, and this
violation triggers the recovery of implicature. As Sperber &Wilson（2006: 172),
on the other hand,“see metaphors as simply a range of cases at one end of a
continuum that includes literal, loose and hyperbolic interpretations” , there is
no mechanism specific to these utterances and they are all interpreted in
exactly the same process. Nor is metonymy an important notion in the study of
verbal communication, and there is no mechanism specific to it either, because
there is a continuum of cases between loose uses and metonymical utterances,
and metonymical utterances are interpreted in exactly the same way as other
utterances. The main aims of this paper are firstly, to reanalyze rhetorical
utterances including metonymy as well as other tropes on the latest theory of
Relevance, especially Sperber & Wilson（2006）; and secondly, to show that
exactly the same inferential procedure applies to metaphoric, hyperbolic, loose,
and metonymical utterances as well as literal ones, irrespective of their
rhetorical definitions.
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